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pled guilty to conspiracy and theft of
property in a special territorial case.
They conspired to convert dues checks
and issued Local 1793 checks for their
personal use totaling $184,129. This was
a very serious matter, I suggest.

In May of this year, in Michigan,
Alan Raines, former financial secretary
of Steelworkers Local 1358 was charged
with embezzling union funds in the
amount of $274,262. That is not chicken
feed. That is huge money. A lot of
these unions do not have that many
members, and the cost per member in
one, I remember specifically, was about
$1,000 per member in the amount of loss
that occurred.

Here, on April 2, 2007, in Puerto Rico,
the president of the International
Longshoremen’s local was found guilty
of 12 counts of embezzlement. He was
charged among other counts with con-
spiracy to embezzle union funds in ex-
cess of $1,950,000. That is a breath-
taking amount. Both of those, in May
and April of this year. In March of this
year, in New York, John Daley, former
chief financial officer of the New York
State Nurses Association, was sen-
tenced to time in prison after pleading
guilty to grand larceny for taking
$1,193,000 in union funds. These are pub-
lic records. These are huge amounts of
money.

In June of last year in Connecticut, a
former financial secretary of Local 745
of PACE was charged with taking
$138,000, embezzling that much money.

In June of this year, in my home-
town, sadly, the Southern District of
Alabama, where I at one time was a
Federal prosecutor myself in the
United States District Court there,
Kenneth Mays, the former treasurer of
IBEW Local 1053, was sentenced after
pleading guilty to embezzlement and
ordered to pay $37,000 in restitution, re-
imbursement. This is right in my home
state.

On July of last year, in Fulton Coun-
ty, GA, in the district court, a book-
keeper for IBEW Local 613 was indicted
for taking $11,000.

In December of 2005, in the Northern
District of Iowa, Debra Herrig was sen-
tenced and pled guilty to embezzling
union funds and made restitution in
the amount of $13,000.

In December of 2004, in the United
States District Court for the Southern
District of Iowa, Rodney Fox was
charged with embezzling $89,000 of
union funds.

In May of 2005, in the Southern Dis-
trict of Iowa, Amanda Kemmer was
sentenced to 24 months and ordered to
pay $209,000 in full restitution for em-
bezzling union funds.

There are lots more I can indicate.

I will repeat. I don’t believe there is
any need for this kind of criminal ac-
tivity to go on. I believe a lot of it oc-
curs because there is so little over-
sight. If we had a rigorous oversight
and audit function by the Department
of Labor, we would see a lot less of it.
If the unions were required to promptly
and fully report the expenditures,
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union members would be able to watch
for problems and pick them up sooner
and keep these kind of embezzlements
from going to hundreds of thousands of
dollars, even millions of dollars. That
is why this office, of all offices, should
not be reduced.

I understand some people believe it is
a burden, and for a good union that
never had any problems I guess filing it
is a burden. It may not be a necessary
thing. But, really, probably it is be-
cause the union members get to see
where their funds are being spent, hon-
estly and fairly.

Most unions, of course, are honest
and do a good job, and most union
members are the salt of the Earth and
couldn’t be better people, and most
union leaders are honest and decent
and work hard every day to protect the
interests of their own members. They
try to make sure they get a fair deal in
the workplace.

I am telling you we need to be at-
tuned to that because wages are not
what I think they ought to be for the
average worker in America today.
There are a lot of reasons for that. I
suggest one of them is this very large
surge of low-wage labor that comes
into our country illegally.

But, regardless, we want to help our
union members receive the highest pos-
sible wage and to be able to know that
their leadership is honest and trust-
worthy and doing the right thing. I be-
lieve we have to get this money back
into this account. We need to be sure
we have at least a modest increase in
spending to keep up with the inflation
rate so we can continue at least this
modest rate of enforcement.

I urge my colleagues to not see this
as an action that goes against unions
but as an action that will strengthen
unions, that will affirm the importance
of the union members’ money that
they contribute, and to make sure it is
spent wisely.

It is sad to say, sometimes you get a
big restitution order of $1 million—I
have been there and seen them, but it
is like getting blood from a turnip. It
will never come back. It is gone and
the members have actually lost it and
nobody can do anything about it.

I urge my colleagues to give serious
consideration to this amendment. I
think it is reasonable and fair and the
offset, let me repeat, does not deal with
the controversial ILO, International
Labor Organization, that does some
good. It certainly has good objectives.
How well they spend their money, I
have my doubts, but it has good objec-
tives. It is an offset against adminis-
trative expenses, and across the board
it will be a small impact on the admin-
istrative budgets of these agencies.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa is recognized.

Mr. HARKIN. Madam President, I
would like to respond to some of the
points made by the Senator from Ala-
bama. First of all, I want to make it
clear that I do not know of any Senator
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on either side of the aisle who is not in
favor of going after either fraud, waste
and abuse, or any Kkind of criminal ac-
tivities—whether it is done in the busi-
ness community, by corporations, or
whether it is done in labor unions.
Really, the question is, how do you do
it? What is the best way of doing it?
Are we getting a good return on the
dollar, so to speak, for what we are in-
vesting in?

I thought we might take a look and
see what has been happening in this
whole area in the Department of Labor
over the past few years, where their
focus has been and where it has not
been, and what the priorities are. You
can tell a lot about someone’s prior-
ities by how they spend their money.
The bill before us provides some mod-
est increase in work protections agen-
cies—OSHA, MSHA, Wage and Hour Di-
vision. We also provide for the OLMS—
that is the office the Senator from Ala-
bama has been talking about, Office of
Labor Management Standards—$45.7
million. That is not chicken feed. I will
talk more about that in a bit.

But I want to point to some charts to
show where we are, to put it in better
perspective. Right now at the Depart-
ment of Labor, for OSHA—that is the
Occupational Safety and Health Ad-
ministration. These are the people who
go out and make sure your workplaces
are safe, that you are not exposed to
toxic chemicals, things that cause can-
cer, or unsafe workplaces where you
wind up losing a limb, an arm, a hand,
or where you are exposed to different
things that may injure your lungs,
whether it is asbestos inhalation or
any kind of toxic chemicals that may
have long-term profound effects. This
is OSHA.

What does the administration spend
on OSHA? They spend $26 per work-
place.

The Wage and Hour Division is the
people who go out and make sure you
are actually being paid what you say
you should be paid, that you are get-
ting overtime pay, that the company is
abiding by the wage and hour provi-
sions of the contract, for example, that
the union may have signed. So in Wage
and Hour, they are spending $26 per
workplace. Under Occupational Safety
and Health, the Department of Labor is
spending about $26 per workplace—
about the same.

What are they spending at the Office
of Labor Management Standards? It is
$2,707 per union; $26 per workplace for
OSHA, 100 times more for OLMS than
they are spending on OSHA inves-
tigating where people get injured, dam-
aged, maimed for life due to unsafe
working conditions.

There it is, 100 times more for OLMS.
Yet they say it is not enough money.
They need more. Let’s see what that
means. OLMS—more staff. More staff
and fewer results.

I was listening to the Senator from
Alabama. It would be one thing if, over
these years they were spending more
money and hiring more staff, they ac-
tually got more convictions and that



